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ABSTRACT 

Systems and methods that enhance expressibility in a pro 
gramming language (e.g., Visual Basic) via relaxation of 
arti?cial restrictions and extension of delegates associated 
therewith, Without changing the runtime infrastructure. A 
stub is employed that can replace an impermissible expres 
sion in the programming language, to leverage the existing 

WA (US) permissible expressions. 
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Class C 

Dim P As Object 

Function Hexact (X AS B) AS B 

Return P.H (X) 

End Function 

End Class 
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Function Gama; (X As B)As B, 
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End Function 
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Delegate Function E (Me As C, X As B) As B 

Function F(X As B) f9“) 
Dim (K4 As E) = New E (Nothing, Address of IC.F) 

= Address of New Stub 2. Eexact 

Class Stub 2 
Function Eexact (Me As C, X As B) As B 

Me. F(X) 
End Function 
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RELAXED AND EXTENDED DELEGATES 

CROSS-REFERENCE TO RELATED 
APPLICATIONS 

[0001] The present application is a continuation of US. 
application Ser. No. 11/214,701, ?led on Aug. 30, 2005 
entitled “RELAXED AND EXTENDED DELEGATES,” 
and is related to co-pending US. application Ser. No. 11/215, 
135, ?led Aug. 30, 2005, and entitled, “IDENTIFIER 
EXPRESSIONS.” The entirety of the above-noted applica 
tions are incorporated herein by reference. 

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION 

[0002] Programming languages continue to evolve to 
facilitate speci?cation by programmers as Well as e?icient 
execution. In the early days of computer languages, loW-level 
machine code Was prevalent. With machine code, a computer 
program or instructions comprising a computer program Were 
Written With machine languages or assembly languages and 
executed by the hardWare (e.g., microprocessor). These lan 
guages provided an ef?cient means to control computing 
hardWare, but Were very dif?cult for programmers to com 
prehend and develop sophisticated logic. Subsequently, lan 
guages Were introduced that provided various layers of 
abstraction. Accordingly, programmers could Write programs 
at a higher level With a higher-level source language, Which 
could then be converted via a compiler or interpreter to the 
loWer level machine language understood by the hardware. 
Further advances in programming have provided additional 
layers of abstraction to alloW more advanced programming 
logic to be speci?ed much quicker then ever before. HoWever, 
these advances do not come Without a processing cost. 

[0003] Compilers and/or interpreters bear the burden of 
translating high-level logic into executable machine code. In 
general, a compilers and/or interpreters are components that 
receive a program speci?ed in a source programming lan 
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[0005] ClassA. . . 

[0006] Class B: Inherits A . . . 

[0007] Class C: Inherits B . . . 

[0008] Such can de?ne a class hierarchy, Wherein any 
instance of C may be legally substituted Wherever an instance 
of B orA Would be expected, and also any instance of B may 
be legally substituted Wherever an instance of A Would be 
expected. This substitutability de?nes “subtype”, Wherein 
class B is a subtype ofclass A, and that class C is a subtype of 
both class B and class A, or, symbolically, C<: B<: A. Put 
differently, “every B is an A, and every C is a B and an 
A”i(Technically, distinctions exist betWeen “subclass” and 
“subtype,” yet such differences are typically not germane for 
purposes of the subject innovation.) 
[0009] The folloWing substitution are considered in context 
of the folloWing exemplary functions, and it is to be appreci 
ated that other sub statements or procedures can also be 
implemented 

[0010] Function F(X As A) As C . . . REM F has type 
A—>C 

[0011] Function GQi As C) As A . . . REM G has type 
CQA 

[0012] Function HQi As B) As B . . . REM H has type 
B—>B 

[0013] Designating B1 and B2 as tWo instances of type B, 
and considering the folloWing assignment statements, Which 
have typed variables on their left-hand sides and function 
calls on their right-hand sides: 

[0014] B2:F(B1) 
[0015] Since B1 is an A and F expects an A in its input 
position, the input is type-safe, as it folloWs the substitutabil 
ity criterion above. Since F(B1) is oftype C, and every C is a 
B, the assignment of F(B1) to B2 is also type-safe. Such 
requires no special treatment, since the type conversions of 
both the argument and return value are so-called “upcasts,” in 
the normal direction implied by the “is-a” relationship. Such 
type manipulation can be summarized as folloWs: 

REM ifF has typeA —> C, b1 has type B, and 
REM B is a subtype ofA, then 
REM the call F(bl) has type C 

guage (e.g., C, C#, Visual Basic, Java . . . ) and convert the 
logic provided thereby to machine language that is executable 
by a hardWare device. HoWever, the conversion need not be 
done verbatim. In fact, conventional compilers and/ or inter 
preters analyZe the source code and generate very ef?cient 
code. For example, programmers Write code that sets forth a 
logical How of operations that is intuitive and easy for humans 
to understand, but is often inef?cient for a computer to 
execute. Compilers and/or interpreters can identify ine?i 
ciencies and improve program performance at the hardWare 
level by eliminating unnecessary operations and/or rearrang 
ing the execution of instructions While still achieving the 
intended results. In this manner, programmers can create 
robust and ef?cient softWare programs. 

[0004] Arti?cial restrictions may exist in various program 
ming languages due to requirements of the Common Lan 
guage Runtime (CLR) environments for example. Consider 
the folloWing code in Visual Basic that de?nes the types A, B, 
C. 

[0016] The rule for assignments looks/checks that the type 
of the rhs is substitutable for the type of the lhs: 

F(Bl) :: C B2 B C <: B REM ifrhs ofthe assignment has 
type C and 
REM C is a subtype ofB, then 
REM it can be assigned to the lhs B2 = F(B1) is valid 

[0017] Likewise, considering the folloWing case of: 

[0018] B2:G(B1) 
[0019] Since G expects a C in its argument position, a B 
cannot be freely passed. While every C is a B, it is not the case 
that every B is a C. As such, the user or the compiler must 
typically insert an explicit “doWncast” type conversion on the 
argument Bl, implying a run-time check of its dynamic type. 
Similarly, the instance of type A returned by G must be 
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doWncast to type B to complete the assignment. So, either the 
user or the compiler must typically rewrite the statement as 
follows: 
[0020] B2:Ctype (G (Ctype (Bl, C)), B) 
[0021] Moreover, the call of H creates no di?iculty, since 
both input and return types match exactly. It is trivially type 
safe: 
[0022] B2:H (B1) 
[0023] In general, the current CLR and .NET programming 
languages only permit the H-form for delegates, in other 
Words, the types must match exactly When calling a function 
through a delegate. Such can create an inconsistent and 
counter intuitive programming restriction that hinders ?ex 
ibility of programming. 
[0024] Therefore, there is a need to overcome the afore 
mentioned exemplary de?ciencies associated With conven 
tional systems and devices. 

SUMMARY OF EXAMPLE EMBODIMENTS 

[0025] The folloWing presents a simpli?ed summary in 
order to provide a basic understanding of some aspects of the 
claimed subject matter. This summary is not an extensive 
overvieW. It is not intended to identify key/ critical elements or 
to delineate the scope of the claimed subject matter. Its sole 
purpose is to present some concepts in a simpli?ed form as a 
prelude to the more detailed description that is presented later. 
[0026] The subject innovation provides for systems and 
methods that enhance expressibility in a programming lan 
guage (e.g., Visual Basic) via relaxation of arti?cial restric 
tions and extension of delegates associated thereWith, Without 
changing the runtime infrastructure. A stub is employed that 
can replace an impermissible expression in the programming 
language, to leverage the existing permissible expressions. 
Such stub can convert a currently impermissible delegate 
construction to a currently alloWed delegate construction. 
Accordingly, the stub can provide an exact type match such 
that if a form is acceptable for functions, a parallel form 
becomes acceptable for delegates. Moreover, a check for a 
requirement of exact match can be moved from a delegate 
creation to a function invocation. Thus, for example a restric 
tion in visual basic that requires creation of a delegate upon 
existence of an exact match can be relaxed. 

[0027] As such, the programming language can be manipu 
lated via insertion of the stub to convert a currently imper 
missible delegate call into a currently alloWed function call. 
In a related aspect, similar stubs and call re-Writing can be 
employed to enable delegate creation on late-bound method 
groups. 
[0028] In accordance With a further aspect of the subject 
innovation, optimizations can be introduced to remove con 
versions that are implemented for supplying an exact match. 
For example, a tWo stage optimization methodology can be 
employed, Wherein in a ?rst stage the VB compiler can supply 
an explicit conversion, and in a second stage if such conver 
sion is unnecessary (e.g., in case of an up-cast no additional 
operation is required), it can be removed. 
[0029] To the accomplishment of the foregoing and related 
ends, certain illustrative aspects of the claimed subject matter 
are described herein in connection With the folloWing descrip 
tion and the annexed draWings. These aspects are indicative of 
various Ways in Which the subject matter may be practiced, all 
of Which are intended to be Within the scope of the claimed 
subject matter. Other advantages and novel features may 
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become apparent from the folloWing detailed description 
When considered in conjunction With the draWings. 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS 

[0030] FIG. 1 is a block diagram of an execution system for 
relaxed and extended delegates. 
[0031] FIG. 2 illustrates an exemplary stub arrangement 
according to the subject innovation. 
[0032] FIG. 3 illustrates an exemplary expression in con 
junction With relaxed and extended delegates. 
[0033] FIG. 4 illustrates another expression for an exem 
plary function. 
[0034] FIG. 5 illustrates a methodology in accordance With 
an aspect of the subject invention. 
[0035] FIG. 6 illustrates a methodology of optimization in 
accordance With an aspect of the subject innovation. 
[0036] FIG. 7 illustrates an exemplary class de?nition Writ 
ten by the VB compiler for a late binding for generating an 
exact match in accordance With an aspect of the subject inno 
vation. 
[0037] FIG. 8 illustrates a syntax related to a case of passing 
an instance as an argument, and de?ning an instance delegate. 

[0038] FIG. 9 illustrates a syntax related to an instance 
being captured as though it Was a static method. 
[0039] FIG. 10 illustrates a block diagram for a program 
ming environment Wherein a check for a requirement of exact 
match can be moved from a delegate creation to a function 
call. 
[0040] FIG. 11 is a block diagram depicting a compiler 
environment that can be employed to produce implementa 
tion code in accordance With an aspect of the subject innova 
tion. 
[0041] FIG. 12 illustrates an exemplary environment for 
implementing various aspects of the subject innovation. 
[0042] FIG. 13 is a schematic block diagram of a sample 
computing environment. 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION 

[0043] The various aspects of the subject invention are noW 
described With reference to the annexed draWings, Wherein 
like numerals refer to like or corresponding elements 
throughout. It should be understood, hoWever, that the draW 
ings and detailed description relating thereto are not intended 
to limit the claimed subject matter to the particular form 
disclosed. Rather, the intention is to cover all modi?cations, 
equivalents, and alternatives falling Within the spirit and 
scope of the claimed subject matter. 
[0044] As used herein, the terms “component,”, “system” 
and the like are intended to refer to a computer-related entity, 
either hardWare, a combination of hardWare and softWare, 
softWare, or softWare in execution. For example, a component 
may be, but is not limited to being, a process running on a 
processor, a processor, an object, an executable, a thread of 
execution, a program, and/ or a computer. By Way of illustra 
tion, both an application running on computer and the com 
puter can be a component. One or more components may 
reside Within a process and/or thread of execution and a 
component may be localized on one computer and/or distrib 
uted betWeen tWo or more computers. 

[0045] The Word “exemplary” is used herein to mean serv 
ing as an example, instance, or illustration. Any aspect or 
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design described herein as “exemplary” is not necessarily to 
be construed as preferred or advantageous over other aspects 
or designs. 
[0046] Furthermore, the disclosed subject matter may be 
implemented as a system, method, apparatus, or article of 
manufacture using standard programming and/or engineer 
ing techniques to produce softWare, ?rmware, hardWare, or 
any combination thereof to control a computer or processor 
based device to implement aspects detailed herein. The term 
“computer program” as used herein is intended to encompass 
a computer program accessible from any computer readable 
device, carrier, or media. For example, computer readable 
media can include storage media that includes but is not 
limited to magnetic storage devices (e.g., hard disk, ?oppy 
disk, magnetic strips . . . ), optical disks (e.g., compact disk 
(CD), digital versatile disk (DVD) . . . ), smart cards, and ?ash 
memory devices (e.g., card, stick). Additionally it should be 
appreciated communication media such as a carrier Wave can 
be employed to carry computer-readable electronic data such 
as those used in transmitting and receiving electronic mail or 
in accessing a netWork such as the Internet or a local area 

netWork (LAN). Of course, those skilled in the art Will rec 
ogniZe many modi?cations may be made to this con?guration 
Without departing from the scope or spirit of the claimed 
subject matter. 
[0047] Turning initially to FIG. 1, an execution system 100 
is illustrated for execution of relaxed and extended delegates 
of the subject innovation. A stub 120 is employed that can 
replace an impermissible expression in the programming lan 
guage, to leverage the existing permissible expressions, as 
described in detail infra. Such can enhance expressibility in a 
programming language (e.g., Visual Basic) via relaxation of 
arti?cial restrictions and extension of delegates associated 
thereWith, Without changing the runtime infrastructure. Typi 
cally, a Common Language Runtime is an execution environ 
ment With a rich obj ect-oriented class library through Which 
softWare components Written in diverse languages can inter 
operate. 
[0048] In general the execution environment can organiZe 
classes into an inheritance hierarchy. Moreover, a subtype 
relation from the inheritance hierarchy can be introduced 
Wherein, Wherein an item of type A may be used in a context 
expecting an item of type B. 
[0049] As illustrated in FIG. 1 and in the context of Visual 
Basic, delegates 110 are objects employed to call methods of 
other objects. Such delegates can also be described as type 
safe function pointers as they are similar to function pointers 
used in other programming languages. Unlike function point 
ers Visual Basic .Net delegates can be called Without a spe 
ci?c instance of a class and instance methods. 

[0050] For example, delegates 110 can be useful in situa 
tions Where an intermediary is required betWeen a calling 
procedure and the procedure being called. A delegate state 
ment can be used to declare a delegate. As such, delegates 110 
can be considered as reference type that refers to a shared 
method of a type or to an instance method of an object. In 
general, the delegate statement de?nes the parameter types 
and return type of a delegate class. Moreover, any procedure 
With matching parameter types and return type may be used to 
create an instance of this delegate class. The procedure can 
then later be invoked via the delegate instance, by calling the 
delegate’s Invoke method. 
[0051] The stub 120 can convert a currently impermissible 
delegate construction to a currently alloWed delegate con 

Jun. 24, 2010 

struction. Accordingly, the stub 120 can provide an exact 
match such that if a form is acceptable for functions, a parallel 
form becomes acceptable for delegates 110. Thus, for 
example a restriction in visual basic that requires creation of 
a delegate upon existence of an exact match can be relaxed. 

[0052] As such, the programming language can be manipu 
lated via insertion of the stub to convert a currently imper 
missible delegate call into a currently alloWed function call. 
[0053] The VB compiler 130 can accept as input a ?le 
having source code associated With processing of a sequence 
of elements. The source code may include various expres 
sions and associated functions, methods and/or other pro 
grammatic constructs. The VB compiler 130 may process 
source code in conjunction With one or more components for 
analyZing constructs and generating or injecting code. 
[0054] A development component (not shoWn) can supply 
the source code to the VB compiler 130, to generate computer 
executable program or alternatively some intermediate for 
mat (e.g., IL (intermediate language)) that can be further 
compiled at runtime, for example by a just-in-time (JIT) 
compiler. The VB compiler 130 could also be a part of an 
Integrated Development Environment (IDE). 
[0055] Referring noW to FIG. 2, each delegate class can 
de?ne a constructor that is passed the speci?cation of an 
object method. An argument to a delegate constructor must 
typically be an expression of the form: 

[0056] Addressof [<expression>.]<methodname> 
[0057] Employing the stub 210, enables relaxation of arti 
?cial restrictions and extension of delegates associated With 
the VB programming language. The stub 210 can replace an 
impermissible expression in the programming language, to 
leverage the existing permissible expressions. Accordingly, 
the stub 210 can provide an exact match such that if a form is 
acceptable for functions, a parallel form becomes acceptable 
for delegates. Thus, for example a restriction in visual basic 
that requires creation of a delegate upon existence of an exact 
match can be relaxed. 

[0058] Additional optimizations can also be introduced, for 
example, considering 
[0059] B2:Ctype (F (Ctype (B1,A)), B) 
[0060] F is called With a C type ofBl and F expects an A, 
and a C type is performed for a result. B1 is being converted 
to an A, nonetheless it is already knoWn that B is an A, and 
likeWise F returns a C and is being converted to a B. As such, 
conversion on the result is not performing any additional act, 
because such is already the case. Conceptually, if no exact 
match exists the VB compiler performs such actions in a ?rst 
step, and if such conversions do not perform anything, they 
can be removed, as described in detail infra. 
[0061] FIG. 3 illustrates an expression Wherein for a sce 
nario that is not an exact match; B is taken to return a B, and 
F takes an A and returns a C. As such, the function performs 
an exact match, Where a B is taken and a B is returned. 
Accordingly, instead of “Address of F”, “Address of Fexact” 
can be employed. 

[0062] Dim DF AS DAddress of Fem“. 
[0063] In the above example, the stub employed to create an 
exact match is in the form of: 

[0064] Function Femct. Q( As B) As B 
[0065] The VB compiler is already capable of calling F 
using a B and returning a B. LikeWise FIG. 4 illustrates a 
similar expression for a Function G, Wherein X as B returns a 
B, and returns G of C type of C, (similar to What VB Would 
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have done in a call.) Accordingly, a conversion is placed and 
functions de?ned When an exact match does not exist. 

[0066] Referring noW to FIG. 5, a methodology in accor 
dance With an aspect of the subject invention is illustrated. 
While the exemplary method is illustrated and described 
herein as a series of blocks representative of various events 
and/ or acts, the subject innovation is not limited by the illus 
trated ordering of such blocks. For instance, some acts or 
events may occur in different orders and/ or concurrently With 
other acts or events, apart from the ordering illustrated herein, 
in accordance With the innovation. In addition, not all illus 
trated blocks, events or acts, may be required to implement a 
methodology in accordance With the subject innovation. 
Moreover, it Will be appreciated that the exemplary method 
and other methods according to the innovation may be imple 
mented in association With the method illustrated and 
described herein, as Well as in association With other systems 
and apparatus not illustrated or described. Initially and at 510, 
a stub can be supplied to form an exact match. Subsequently 
and at 520 the supplied stub can convert an impermissible 
delegate call to an alloWed function call. As such, a require 
ment for check of exact match can be transferred from del 
egate creation to function call, and arti?cial restrictions 
described in detail supra can be relaxed at 540. 

[0067] FIG. 6 illustrates a methodology of optimization in 
accordance With an aspect of the subject innovation. Typi 
cally, the folloWing expression does not perform any addi 
tional act, as the types are upcast. 

[0068] Function Fem“. (X As B) As B 
[0069] Return FOO 
[0070] End Function 

[0071] The optimiZation can be performed in tWo stages, 
for example. In the ?rst stage, it can be determined Whether 
the language itself is not performing and a particular type 
(e.g., a C type) can be removed. In the second stage, a deter 
mination can be made regarding the performance of the Com 
mon Language Runtime (CLR), and the Whole stub can be 
removed. As illustrated at 610, a determination is made as to 
removal of a type. If so, at 620 a determination can be made 
as to the performance of the .NET environment, e. g. creation 
of a delegate is safe if upcast types are employed. Subse 
quently and at 630 the stub can be removed as a Whole. 

[0072] FIG. 7 illustrates a class de?nition Written by theVB 
compiler for a late binding in conjunction With the folloWing 
example for generating an exact match in accordance With an 
aspect of the subject innovation. 
[0073] For example if Dim P exists as an object 

[0074] Class P 
[0075] Function MQi As B) As B 
[0076] Dim P as ObjectINeW P() 
[0077] Dim D,C As D 
[0078] :Address of PH 
[0079] Such can return an error message by the VB com 
piler as P.H is not an exact match, and P is an object. As such, 
the class of FIG. 7 can be de?ned as Class C, and 

[0080] Address of NeW C(P). Hem“ 
[0081] Accordingly, similar to the case of an instant del 
egate, the function can be de?ned With the signature required 
by the delegate. The call can be initiated With the correct 
arguments and the delegates created accordingly. 
[0082] FIG. 8 illustrates a neW syntax 800 related to a case 
of passing an instance as an argument, and de?ning an 
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instance delegate. For example, a delegate function can take a 
B and return a B, such as: 
[0083] Delegate Function D(X As B) As B 
[0084] A class can be de?ned With three methods, including 
an instance method, Wherein inside the body of the method a 
reference to “Me” can be provided as noted beloW: 
[0085] Class C 
[0086] :Function F(X As B) As B Me As C 
[0087] Shared Function H (X As B) 
[0088] Shared 
[0089] :Address of PH 
Delegates can be supplied as folloWs: 
[0090] Dim KAs D:Address of CH 
[0091] Dim C As CINeW C( ) 
[0092] Dim K2 As D:Address Of CI.F 

[0093] Can also be Written as //NeW C( ).F 
[0094] Also conceptually 
[0095] FQi As B) As Me As C 
[0096] Such can take F(Me As C, X As B) As B 

[0097] F(Me As C, X As B) As B 
[0098] A delegate can be de?ned (and passed as an 
instance), Wherein by employing a shared method: 
[0099] Dim K3 As DINeW D (IC, Address of CG) 
[0100] Such permits creating a delegate from a static 
method that has an instance variable. 
[0101] Dim K3 As DINeW D (IC, Address of CG) 
[0102] The delegate can be created from Static Shared 
Function M (X as B) As B of CG Wherein the class stub, and 
neW syntax is illustrated in FIG. 8. It is to be appreciated that 
if the CLR supports direct implementation for the static 
method, then requirement for creating the stub can be miti 
gated. 
[0103] FIG. 9 illustrates a similar scenario Where an 
instance is captured as though it Was a static method. Since a 
call can be made, the subject innovation can provide for a 
delegate function, via employing the 910 expression. Accord 
ingly, a delegate can be created With a type that does not 
match by employing a stub, Which supplies for an exact 
match. 
[0104] The folloWing provides an additional example for 
the extended and relaxed delegates of the subject innovation. 
A declaration can include: 
[0105] Delegate Function Dts (Xt As T, . . . )As S 
[0106] REM de?nes the type Ds: . . . T . . . —>S 

[0107] Such de?nes the type Dts as that of delegates to 
functions that take arguments of type T, amongst others, and 
return results of type S. 
[0108] Moreover, the member declaration of 
[0109] Function Fts (. . . ,Yt As T, . . . )As S 
[0110] REM Fts has type . . . T . . . —>S 

can de?ne a particular function Fts, Which takes arguments of 
type T, amongst others, and returns results of type S. As 
explained earlier, VB and the CLR support creating a delegate 
to Fts as folloWs: 

[0111] Dts DftsINeW Dts (AddressOf Fts) 
[0112] REM same type, . . . T . . . aS, both sides 

(because the types in the argument list and the return types 
match exactly.) 
[0113] Also, considering: 
[0114] Function Fab (Xa As A, . . . )As B 
[0115] REM Fab has type. . .A. . . aB 

Which de?nes a particular function Fab that takes arguments 
of type A, amongst others, and returns results of type B. As 
explained earlier in the inheritance relationship, the statement 
[0116] ZsIFab @(t) REM . . . A . . . aB applied to T 

assigned to S 
is type-safe if T<: A and B<: S, so consequently, it is desired 
that the corresponding delegate creation Dts Dfab:neW Dts 
(AddressOf Fab) to be also legal. 
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[0117] Typically, a direct and general Way to achieve such 
result is to inject the following into the source 

Function FtsStub ( ..., Qt as T, ) As S REM has type T —> S 
REM exactly the type required 
REM type-safe because T <: A 
REM treat other arguments likewise 

Dim Rb As B = Fab ( ..., Xa, ) REM exact type matches 

Dim Xa As A = Qt 

Dim Rs = Rb REM type-safe because B <: S 
Return Rs REM exact type match 
End Function 

and replace the instantiation of the delegate 
[0118] Dts DfabIneW Dts (AddressOf Fab) REM What is 

desired but impermissible 
[0119] With Dts DfabIneW Dts (AddressOf FtsStub) 

[0120] REM acts the same 
[0121] The exemplary pattern above can be referred to as 
“relaxed delegates”. In general the pattern amounts to the 
folloWing rule, Wherein given the delegate and function dec 
laration; 

[0122] Delegate Function D( . . . , X As T, . . . )As S 

[0123] Function F( . . . , XAs A, . . . )As B 

and the folloWing variable declarations, 
[0124] Dim X As T 
[0125] DimY As S 
[0126] Dim DF As D 

then Whenever the method call Y:F( . . . , X, . . . ) is valid the 

corresponding delegate creation expression DFINeW D(Ad 
dressOf F) should also be valid. 
[0127] Referring noW to 10, a block diagram for a program 
ming environment is illustrated Wherein a check for a require 
ment of exact match can be moved from a delegate creation 
1020 to a function call 1030. Thus, for example a restriction 
that requires creation of a delegate upon existence of an exact 
match can be relaxed (e.g., in visual basic.) As explained in 
detail supra, a stub can be employed for managing delegates 
in instance methods, static methods and late-bound calls to 
delegates. Moreover, such stub can also manage delegate 
construction employing handles clause. The stub can replace 
an impermissible expression in the programming language 
1000, to leverage the existing permissible expressions. Such 
stub can convert a currently impermissible delegate call to a 
currently alloWed function call. Accordingly, the stub can 
provide an exact type match such that if a form is acceptable 
for functions, a parallel form becomes acceptable for del 
egates. 
[0128] FIG. 11 is a block diagram depicting a compiler 
environment 1100 that can be utiliZed to produce implemen 
tation code (e.g., executable, intermediate language . . . ). The 
compiler environment 1100 includes a compiler 1110 includ 
ing a mapping component 1114 as described above, a front 
end component 1120, a converter component 1130, a back 
end component 1140, an error checker component 1150, a 
symbol table 1160, a parse tree 1170, and state 1180. The 
compiler 1110 accepts source code as input and produces 
implementation code as output. The input can include but is 
not limited to delimited programmatic expressions or quali 
?ed identi?er as described herein. The relationships amongst 
the components and modules of the compiler environment 
illustrate the main How of data. Other components and rela 
tionships are not illustrated for the sake of clarity and sim 
plicity. Depending on implementation, components can be 

Jun. 24, 2010 

added, omitted, split into multiple modules, combined With 
other modules, and/or other con?gurations of modules. 
[0129] The compiler 1110 can accept as input a ?le having 
source code associated With processing of a sequence of 
elements. The source code may include various expressions 
and associated functions, methods and/or other program 
matic constructs. The compiler 1110 may process source 
code in conjunction With one or more components for ana 
lyZing constructs and generating or injecting code. 
[0130] A front-end component 1120 reads and performs 
lexical analysis upon the source code. In essence, the front 
end component 1120 reads and translates a sequence of char 
acters (e.g., alphanumeric) in the source code into syntactic 
elements or tokens, indicating constants, identi?ers, operator 
symbols, keyWords, and punctuation among other things. 
[0131] The converter component 1130 parses the tokens 
into an intermediate representation. For instance, the con 
verter component 1130 can check syntax and group tokens 
into expressions or other syntactic structures, Which in turn 
coalesce into statement trees. Conceptually, these trees form 
a parse tree 1170. Furthermore and as appropriate, the con 
verter module 1130 can place entries into a symbol table 1130 
that lists symbol names and type information used in the 
source code along With related characteristics. 
[0132] A state 1180 can be employed to track the progress 
of the compiler 1110 in processing the received or retrieved 
source code and forming the parse tree 1170. For example, 
different state values indicate that the compiler 1110 is at the 
start of a class de?nition or functions, has just declared a class 
member, or has completed an expression. As the compiler 
progresses, it continually updates the state 1180. The com 
piler 1110 may partially or fully expose the state 1180 to an 
outside entity, Which can then provide input to the compiler 
1110. 

[0133] Based upon constructs or other signals in the source 
code (or if the opportunity is otherWise recogniZed), the con 
verter component 1130 or another component can inject code 
corresponding to facilitate ef?cient and proper execution. 
Rules coded into the converter component 1130 or other 
component indicates What must be done to implement the 
desired functionality and identify locations Where the code is 
to be injected or Where other operations are to be carried out. 
Injected code typically includes added statements, metadata, 
or other elements at one or more locations, but this term can 
also include changing, deleting, or otherWise modifying 
existing source code. Injected code can be stored as one or 
more templates or in some other form. In addition, it should 
be appreciated that symbol table manipulations and parse tree 
transformations can take place. 
[0134] Based on the symbol table 1160 and the parse tree 
1170, a back-end component 1140 can translate the interme 
diate representation into output code. The back-end compo 
nent 1140 converts the intermediate representation into 
instructions executable in or by a target processor, into 
memory allocations for variables, and so forth. The output 
code can be executable by a real processor, but output code 
that is executable by a virtual processor can also be provided. 
[0135] Furthermore, the front-end component 1120 and the 
back end component 1140 can perform additional functions, 
such as code optimization, and can perform the described 
operations as a single phase or in multiple phases. Various 
other aspects of the components of compiler 1110 are con 
ventional in nature and can be substituted With components 
performing equivalent functions. Additionally, at various 
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stages during processing of the source code, an error checker 
component 1150 can check for errors such as errors in lexical 

structure, syntax errors, and even semantic errors. Upon 
detection error, checker component 1150 can halt compila 
tion and generate a message indicative of the error. 

[0136] In order to provide a context for the various aspects 
of the disclosed subject matter, FIGS. 12 and 13 as Well as the 
folloWing discussion are intended to provide a brief, general 
description of a suitable environment in Which the various 
aspects of the disclosed subject matter may be implemented. 
While the subject matter has been described above in the 
general context of computer-executable instructions of a 
computer program that runs on a computer and/ or computers, 
those skilled in the art Will recogniZe that the invention also 
may be implemented in combination With other program 
modules. Generally, program modules include routines, pro 
grams, components, data structures, etc. that perform particu 
lar tasks and/or implement particular abstract data types. 
Moreover, those skilled in the art Will appreciate that the 
inventive methods may be practiced With other computer 
system con?gurations, including single processor or multi 
processor computer systems, mini-computing devices, main 
frame computers, as Well as personal computers, hand-held 
computing devices (e.g., personal digital assistant (PDA), 
phone, Watch . . . ), microprocessor-based or programmable 

consumer or industrial electronics, and the like. The illus 
trated aspects may also be practiced in distributed computing 
environments Where tasks are performed by remote process 
ing devices that are linked through a communications net 
Work. HoWever, some, if not all aspects of the invention can be 
practiced on stand-alone computers. In a distributed comput 
ing environment, program modules may be located in both 
local and remote memory storage devices. 
[0137] With reference to FIG. 12, an exemplary environ 
ment 1210 for implementing various aspects described herein 
includes a computer 1212. The computer 1212 includes a 
processing unit 1214, a system memory 1216, and a system 
bus 1218. The system bus 1218 couples system components 
including, but not limited to, the system memory 1216 to the 
processing unit 1214. The processing unit 1214 can be any of 
various available processors. Dual microprocessors and other 
multiprocessor architectures also can be employed as the 
processing unit 1214. 
[0138] The system bus 1218 can be any of several types of 
bus structure(s) including the memory bus or memory con 
troller, a peripheral bus or external bus, and/or a local bus 
using any variety of available bus architectures including, but 
not limited to, ll-bit bus, Industrial Standard Architecture 
(ISA), Micro-Channel Architecture (MSA), Extended ISA 
(EISA), Intelligent Drive Electronics (IDE), VESA Local 
Bus (VLB), Peripheral Component Interconnect (PCI), Uni 
versal Serial Bus (USB), Advanced Graphics Port (AGP), 
Personal Computer Memory Card International Association 
bus (PCMCIA), and Small Computer Systems Interface 
(SCSI). 
[0139] The system memory 1216 includes volatile memory 
1220 and nonvolatile memory 1222. The basic input/output 
system (BIOS), containing the basic routines to transfer infor 
mation betWeen elements Within the computer 1212, such as 
during start-up is stored in nonvolatile memory 1222. By Way 
of illustration, and not limitation, nonvolatile memory 1222 
can include read only memory (ROM), programmable ROM 
(PROM), electrically programmable ROM (EPROM), elec 
trically erasable ROM (EEPROM), or ?ash memory. Volatile 
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memory 1220 includes random access memory (RAM), 
Which acts as external cache memory. By Way of illustration 
and not limitation, RAM is available in many forms such as 
synchronous RAM (SRAM), dynamic RAM (DRAM), syn 
chronous DRAM (SDRAM), double data rate SDRAM 
(DDR SDRAM), enhanced SDRAM (ESDRAM), Synchlink 
DRAM (SLDRAM), and direct Rambus RAM (DRRAM). 
[0140] Computer 1212 also includes removable/non-re 
movable, volatile/non-volatile computer storage media. FIG. 
12 illustrates, for example a disk storage 1224. Disk storage 
1224 includes, but is not limited to, devices like a magnetic 
disk drive, ?oppy disk drive, tape drive, JaZ drive, Zip drive, 
LS-100 drive, ?ash memory card, or memory stick. In addi 
tion, disk storage 1224 can include storage media separately 
or in combination With other storage media including, but not 
limited to, an optical disk drive such as a compact disk ROM 
device (CD-ROM), CD recordable drive (CD-R Drive), CD 
reWritable drive (CD-RW Drive) or a digital versatile disk 
ROM drive (DVD-ROM). To facilitate connection of the disk 
storage devices 1224 to the system bus 1218, a removable or 
non-removable interface is typically used such as interface 
1226. 

[0141] It is to be appreciated that FIG. 12 describes soft 
Ware that acts as an intermediary betWeen users and the basic 
computer resources described in suitable operating environ 
ment 1210. Such softWare includes an operating system 1228. 
Operating system 1228, Which can be stored on disk storage 
1224, acts to control and allocate resources of the computer 
system 1212. System applications 1236 take advantage of the 
management of resources by operating system 1228 through 
program modules 1232 and program data 1234 stored either 
in system memory 1216 or on disk storage 1224. It is to be 
appreciated that various components described herein can be 
implemented With various operating systems or combinations 
of operating systems. 
[0142] A user enters commands or information into the 
computer 1212 through input device(s) 1236. Input devices 
1236 include, but are not limited to, a pointing device such as 
a mouse, trackball, stylus, touch pad, keyboard, microphone, 
joystick, game pad, satellite dish, scanner, TV tuner card, 
digital camera, digital video camera, Web camera, and the 
like. These and other input devices connect to the processing 
unit 1214 through the system bus 1218 via interface port(s) 
1238. Interface port(s) 1238 include, for example, a serial 
port, a parallel port, a game port, and a universal serial bus 
(U SB). Output device(s) 1240 use some of the same type of 
ports as input device(s) 1236. Thus, for example, a USB port 
may be used to provide input to computer 1212, and to output 
information from computer 1212 to an output device 1240. 
Output adapter 1242 is provided to illustrate that there are 
some output devices 1240, like monitors, speakers, and print 
ers, among other output devices 1240, that require special 
adapters. The output adapters 1242 include, by Way of illus 
tration and not limitation, video and sound cards that provide 
a means of connection betWeen the output device 1240 and 
the system bus 1218. It should be noted that other devices 
and/or systems of devices provide both input and output capa 
bilities such as remote computer(s) 1244. 

[0143] Computer 1212 can operate in a netWorked environ 
ment using logical connections to one or more remote com 
puters, such as remote computer(s) 1244. The remote com 
puter(s) 1244 can be a personal computer, a server, a router, a 
netWork PC, a Workstation, a microprocessor based appli 
ance, a peer device or other common netWork node and the 
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like, and typically includes many or all of the elements 
described relative to computer 1212. For purposes of brevity, 
only a memory storage device 1246 is illustrated With remote 
computer(s) 1244. Remote computer(s) 1244 is logically 
connected to computer 1212 through a network interface 
1248 and then physically connected via communication con 
nection 1250. Network interface 1248 encompasses commu 
nication netWorks such as local-area netWorks (LAN) and 
Wide-area netWorks (WAN). LAN technologies include Fiber 
Distributed Data Interface (FDDI), Copper Distributed Data 
Interface (CDDI), Ethemet/IEEE 802.3, Token Ring/IEEE 
802.5 and the like. WAN technologies include, but are not 
limited to, point-to-point links, circuit sWitching netWorks 
like Integrated Services Digital NetWorks (ISDN) and varia 
tions thereon, packet sWitching netWorks, and Digital Sub 
scriber Lines (DSL). 
[0144] Communication connection(s) 1250 refers to the 
hardWare/softWare employed to connect the netWork inter 
face 1248 to the bus 1218. While communication connection 
1250 is shoWn for illustrative clarity inside computer 1212, it 
can also be external to computer 1212. The hardWare/soft 
Ware necessary for connection to the netWork interface 1248 
includes, for exemplary purposes only, internal and external 
technologies such as, modems including regular telephone 
grade modems, cable modems and DSL modems, ISDN 
adapters, and Ethernet cards. 
[0145] FIG. 13 is a schematic block diagram of a sample 
computing environment 1300 that can be employed in con 
junction With the subject innovation. The system 1300 
includes one or more client(s) 1310. The client(s) 1310 can be 
hardWare and/or softWare (e.g., threads, processes, comput 
ing devices). The system 1300 also includes one or more 
server(s) 1330. The server(s) 1330 can also be hardWare and/ 
or softWare (e.g., threads, processes, computing devices). The 
servers 1330 can house threads to perform transformations by 
employing the components described herein, for example. 
One possible communication betWeen a client 1310 and a 
server 1330 may be in the form of a data packet adapted to be 
transmitted betWeen tWo or more computer processes. The 
system 1300 includes a communication frameWork 1350 that 
can be employed to facilitate communications betWeen the 
client(s) 1310 and the server(s) 1330. The client(s) 1310 are 
operably connected to one or more client data store(s) 1360 
that can be employed to store information local to the client(s) 
1310. Similarly, the server(s) 1330 are operably connected to 
one or more server data store(s) 1340 that can be employed to 
store information local to the servers 1330. 
[0146] What has been described above includes various 
exemplary aspects. It is, of course, not possible to describe 
every conceivable combination of components or methodolo 
gies for purposes of describing these aspects, but one of 
ordinary skill in the art may recogniZe that many further 
combinations and permutations are possible. Accordingly, 
the aspects described herein are intended to embrace all such 
alterations, modi?cations and variations that fall Within the 
spirit and scope of the appended claims. Furthermore, to the 
extent that the term “includes” is used in either the detailed 
description or the claims, such term is intended to be inclusive 
in a manner similar to the term “comprising” as “comprising” 
is interpreted When employed as a transitional Words in a 
claim. 

What is claimed is: 
1. A method for relaxing arti?cial restrictions associated 

With a programming language and extend delegates associ 
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ated With such programming language, Without changing a 
runtime structure associated thereWith, comprising: 

accessing source code Written in a programming language; 
processing the source code Written in the programming 

language, Wherein processing includes: 
identifying an impermissible expression in the source 

code, the impermissible expression improperly de?n 
ing a delegate construction according to the program 
ming language, such that the impermissible expres 
sion is not type-safe; 

inserting a stub in place of the impermissible expression 
de?ning an improper delegate construction, Wherein 
the stub provides a proper exact match in the pro gram 
ming language, the exact match being type-safe; and 

de?ning a constructor by a delegate class passed a speci 
?cation of an obj ect method to make the stub convert 
a currently impermissible expression to a currently 
permissible delegate construction; and 

moving a requirement that a check for an exact match be 
performed at delegate creation, such that a check for an 
exact match is instead made at a function call. 

2. The method of claim 1, Wherein the stub has a form of: 
FunctionY (X As Z) As Z. 

3. The method of claim 1, Wherein the source code is 
accessed by a .NET environment, and Wherein the impermis 
sible expression is not type safe in a .NET programming 
language. 

4. The method of claim 1, Wherein the exact match pro 
vided by the stub provides an acceptable form Within the 
programming language for delegate construction. 

5. The method of claim 4, Wherein the acceptable form 
Within the programming language provided by the stub is 
permissible for function invocation. 

6. The method of claim 1, further comprising: 
optimiZing the source code, Wherein optimiZing the source 

code comprises removing conversions supplying an 
exact match. 

7. The method of claim 6, Wherein optimiZing the code 
comprises an upcast operation. 

8. The method of claim 1, Wherein the stub manages del 
egate construction from static methods. 

9. The method of claim 1, further comprising: 
inserting one or more stubs and re-Writing calls enabling 

delegate creation on late-bound method groups. 
10. The method of claim 1, Wherein accessing the source 

code is performed Within a computing environment that 
includes a Visual Basic (VB) compiler. 

11. One or more computer-readable storage media having 
stored thereon computer-executable instructions that, When 
executed by a processor, cause a computing system to per 
form the folloWing: 

access source code Written in a programming language; 
process the source code, Wherein processing the source 

code includes: 
identifying an impermissible expression in the source 

code, the impermissible expression improperly de?n 
ing a delegate construction according to the program 
ming language; 

inserting a stub in place of the impermissible expression 
de?ning an improper delegate construction, Wherein 
the stub provides a proper exact match in the pro gram 
ming language; and 

de?ning a constructor by a delegate class passed a speci 
?cation of an obj ect method to make the stub convert 
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a currently impermissible expression to a currently 
permissible delegate construction; and 

moving a requirement that a check for an exact match be 
performed at delegate creation, such that the a check for 
an exact match is instead performed at a function call. 

12. The one or more computer-readable storage media of 
claim 11, Wherein the computer-executable instructions fur 
ther cause the computing system to: 

create a delegate from a shared function. 
13. The one or more computer-readable storage media of 

claim 11, Wherein the exact match provided by the stub pro 
vides an acceptable form Within the programming language 
for delegate construction. 

14. The one or more computer-readable storage media of 
claim 13, Wherein the acceptable form Within the program 
ming language provided by the stub, is permissible for func 
tion invocation. 

15. The one or more computer-readable storage media of 
claim 11, Wherein the programming language only permits 
delegates to have an H-form. 

16. The one or more computer-readable storage media of 
claim 11, Wherein the computer-executable instructions fur 
ther cause the computing system to: 

optimiZe the source code, Wherein optimiZing the source 
code comprises removing conversions supplying an 
exact match. 

17. The one or more computer-readable storage media of 
claim 11, Wherein the stub manages delegate construction 
from static methods. 

18. The one or more computer-readable storage media of 
claim 11, Wherein the computer-executable instructions fur 
ther cause the computing system to: 

insert one or more stubs and re-Write calls enabling del 
egate creation on late-bound method groups. 

19. The one or more computer-readable storage media of 
claim 11, Wherein the source code is accessed by a .NET 
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environment, Wherein the programming language is Visual 
Basic (VB), and Wherein the .NET environment includes a 
VB compiler. 

20. A computing system comprising: 
a processor; 
one or more computer-readable media communicatively 

coupled to the processor, the one or more computer 
readable media having thereon computer-executable 
instructions that, When executed by the processor, cause 
the computing system to: 
access source code Written in a programming language, 

Wherein such access is performed by a computing 
environment that includes a compiler; 

use the computing environment to process the source 
code, Wherein processing the source code includes: 
identifying an impermissible expression in the source 

code, the impermissible expression improperly 
de?ning a delegate construction according to the 
programming language; 

inserting a stub in place of the impermissible expres 
sion de?ning an improper delegate construction, 
Wherein the stub provides a proper exact match in 
the programming language, Wherein the stub 
de?nes an exact match for a function such that 
When the exact match is acceptable for functions it 
is also acceptable for delegates, and Wherein the 
stub has a form of: FunctionY Q( as Z) As Z; and 

de?ning a constructor by a delegate class passed a 
speci?cation of an object method to make the stub 
convert a currently impermissible expression to a 
currently permissible delegate construction; and 

moving a requirement of the computing environment 
that a check for an exact match be performed at del 
egate creation, such that the computing environment 
instead checks for an exact match at a function call. 

* * * * * 


